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May 20, 2020   VIA FEDERAL EXPRESS 
 
 
                                                    
The Honorable Robert L. Sumwalt 
Chairman 
National Transportation Safety Board 
490 L’Enfant Plaza SW 
Washington, D.C. 20024 
 
REFERENCE: Highway Accident Report NTSB/HAR-19/02 

Pedestrian Bridge Collapse Over SW 8th Street, Miami, Florida 
March 15, 2018 (the NTSB Report) 

 
Dear Chairman Sumwalt: 
 
Figg Bridge Engineers, Inc. (FIGG) is writing to respond to the request of Dr. Ayman Shama 
by letter to the National Transportation Safety Board (NTSB), dated December 20, 2019, to 
make changes to the subject NTSB Report (the Shama Petition).  We respectfully request 
that the NTSB not make the changes requested in the Shama Petition as such changes are 
not factually correct.1 
 
Specifically, the Shama Petition requests that the NTSB change the NTSB Report to state 
that the scope of work under the contract Louis Berger entered into did not include an 
analysis of the connections and to make changes to conclusions based on this statement.  
This request should be denied based on the following: 
 
1. Louis Berger agreed to perform the Independent Peer Review for the concrete 

pedestrian bridge plans. The scope of work in the contract Louis Berger signed is 
attached hereto as Attachment 1 and was not amended.  

 
2. Dr. Shama suggests that the NTSB should change the NTSB Report concerning the 

contract scope of work because of his testimony. Dr. Shama’s testimony on what he 
thinks the time and cost Louis Berger should have agreed to for the scope does not 
change the scope, time, and fee that Louis Berger did agree to in the contract.2 

 

 
1 This response is limited to the requests made in the Shama Petition. By providing this response, 

FIGG is not confirming an agreement with and reserves rights regarding the NTSB Report. 
 
2 Attachment 2 is the e-mail between two Louis Berger employees that is Exhibit A to the Shama 

Petition. This e-mail does not change the scope of work in the contract. Two items in this draft of 
the scope are the same (Items #4 and 6 are both peer review of the superstructure). The draft 
scope in the e-mail also referenced an item to peer review cables and anchorage to pylon and 
superstructure. The bridge was not a cable-stayed bridge, so this item was not applicable and was 
deleted. Analysis of the connections is part of the peer review of the superstructure included as 
Section 2, Item #4 of the scope of work in the contract. 
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3. The scope of work in the contract required that Louis Berger perform an Independent 
Peer Review for the concrete pedestrian bridge plans in accordance with the project 
and RFP requirements and FDOT Plans Preparations Manual (Chapter 26).  (See 
Attachment 1, Section 1). The review was for the final foundations, substructure, and 
superstructure submittals for the pedestrian bridge, with only stairways/landings and 
elevator structures excluded per the scope of work Section 4. FDOT Plans Preparations 
Manual Chapter 26 (See Attachment 3) requires a comprehensive review and does not 
exclude any of the bridge elements, stating: 

 
“The independent peer review is intended to be a comprehensive, thorough verification 
of the original work. All independent peer reviews shall include but not be limited to the 
independent confirmation of the following when applicable…(5) Compliance with 
Department and FHWA design requirements; (6) Conformity to Department Standards; 
(7) Structural Analysis Methodology and assumptions; (8) Design 
results/recommendations (independent verification of the design); (9) Completeness 
and accuracy of bridge plans…” 

 
Accordingly, the superstructure review should have included connections and that 
review was not excluded from the contract scope of work. 

  
4. Louis Berger acknowledged that the scope included a detailed connection analysis. “If 

we make the detailed connection analysis part of the last submission, yes.” was Louis 
Berger’s response to the request to agree to the seven (7) week schedule requested by 
the contractor. (See Attachment 4; E-mail from Jamey Barbas, Louis Berger to Dwight 
Dempsey, FIGG, August 15, 2016, highlight added. This e-mail was attached to the 
Shama Petition as Exhibit D.). 
 

5. During negotiation of the contract for the Independent Peer Review, Louis Berger 
reduced their proposed compensation without reducing the scope of work. This was a 
business decision considering future work potential. In an internal e-mail from Chris 
Gagnon (Louis Berger) to Jamey Barbas (Louis Berger) on August 11, 2016, Mr. Gagnon 
states: “As discussed we can make this work for the $ 62K. We consider this somewhat 
an investment and look forward to working more with FIGG” (Attachment 5 with 
highlight added). Jamey Barbas then forwarded Louis Berger’s proposal to perform the 
review for $61,000 to Dwight Dempsey (FIGG). Mr. Dempsey asked for confirmation 
that the scope of work was the same, stating: “I understand that the original scope 
remains unchanged, just the fee has been revised”. Ms. Barbas responded: “No 
reduction in scope” (Attachment 6 with highlight added). 

 
6. The Shama Petition references an e-mail and suggests that it shows a detailed 

connection analysis was not included in the scope of work. (See Attachment 7. This e-
mail was attached to the Shama Petition as Exhibit E). However, the reference to the 
“scope/limitations of what independent review was covered” in the e-mail is a reference 
to Sections 3 and 4 of the scope of work. Independent Peer Reviews typically include 
submissions for both 90% plan submittals and final plan submittals. In the subject 
project, as the Florida Department of Transportation (FDOT) agreed and confirmed to 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
 

Contract Scope of Work 
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ATTACHMENT 2 
 

July 25, 2016 e-mail from Ayman Shama (Louis Berger) to Jamey Barbas (Louis Berger) 
(Exhibit A of the Shama Petition) 

  











 

Creating Bridges As Art® 

ATTACHMENT 3 
 

Florida DOT Plans Preparations Manual, Chapter 26, Section 26.12 
(Independent Peer Review of Category 2 Bridges) 

  



Topic #625-000-007 January 1, 2009 
Plans Preparation Manual, Volume 1 - English Revised - January 1, 2012 
  
 

 
Bridge Project Development 26-27 
 
 

26.12 Independent Peer Review of Category 2 Bridges 

When an independent peer review of Category 2 bridge plans is required by the 
contract documents, a single independent engineering firm other than the engineer 
responsible for the initial work will be designated by the contractor to conduct the 
review.  The designated independent review engineer shall be pre-qualified in 
accordance with Rule 14-75 of the Florida Administrative Code. 

The independent peer review is intended to be a comprehensive, thorough verification 
of the original work.  All independent peer reviews shall include but not be limited to the 
independent confirmation of the following when applicable: 

1. Compatibility of bridge geometry with roadway geometrics including typical 
sections, horizontal alignment, and vertical alignment. 

2. Compatibility of construction phasing with Traffic Control Plans. 
3. Critical horizontal and vertical clearances. 
4. Potential Conflicts with underground and overhead utilities. 
5. Compliance with Department and FHWA design requirements. 
6. Conformity to Department Standards. 
7. Structural Analysis Methodology and assumptions. 
8. Design results/recommendations (independent verification of the design). 
9. Completeness and accuracy of bridge plans. 
10. Technical Special Provisions. 
11. Modified Special Provisions. 
12. Constructability issues. 
* When design of superstructure elements is the result of software using refined 

analyses (e.g. Grid, Finite Element Method, etc.), the peer review consultant 
shall verify the design results by an alternative program/method. 

In addition to the requirements of PPM Sections 26.11.3 and 26.11.4, the following 
documents shall be included with plan submittals for Category 2 bridges requiring an 
independent peer review: 
1. 90% Plan Submittals 

a. A tabulated list of all review comments from the independent review 
engineer and responses from the originator of the design.  

Attachment 3
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b. A standard peer review certification letter following the format presented in 
Exhibit 26-B signed by the independent review engineer.  All 
outstanding/unresolved comments and issues presented in this letter shall 
be resolved and implemented prior to the 100% plan submittal. 

2. 100% Plan Submittals 
a. A certification letter following the format presented in Exhibit 26-C signed 

and sealed by the independent review engineer stating that all review 
comments have been adequately addressed and that the design is in 
compliance with all Department and FHWA requirements. 

26.13 Plans Assembly 

Consult the Structures Detailing Manual for plans assembly, materials, content of 
plans, and other drafting information.  

26.14 Plans Submittal 

26.14.1 Schedule 

The District Project Manager is responsible for establishing the schedule of submittals 
with input from the EOR and either the District Structures Design Engineer for Category 
1 or Structures Design Office for Category 2 projects. 

26.14.2 Submittal Schedule 

1. BDR/30% Structures Plans 
2. 60% Substructure Submittal/60% Structures Plans 
3. 90% Structures Plans  
4. 100% Structures Plans 

Attachment 3
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ATTACHMENT 4 
 

August 15, 2016 e-mails: Dwight Dempsey (FIGG) and Jamey Barbas (Louis Berger) 
(Exhibit D of the Shama Petition) 
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ATTACHMENT 5 
 

August 11, 2016 e-mails: Chris Gagnon (Louis Berger) and Jamey Barbas (Louis Berger) 
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ATTACHMENT 6 
 

August 11, 2016 e-mails: Dwight Dempsey (FIGG) and Jamey Barbas (Louis Berger) 
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ATTACHMENT 7 
 

January 31, 2017 e-mails: Dwight Dempsey (FIGG) and Nancy Duessel (FIGG) 
(Exhibit E of the Shama Petition) 
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ATTACHMENT 8 
 

Superstructure Independent Peer Review Certification Letter 
 






